patristic commentators, such as Origen, Augustine, or Jerome, 5 may have used primitive forms of criticism that at times resemble this method, but the mode of exposition was then largely literal and/or allegorical, sometimes preoccupied with what has been called the "spiritual" sense of Scripture.
The roots of the historical-critical method are traced to the Renaissance, especially to its emphasis on "getting back to the sources" (recursus ad fontes). The Copernican revolution also had a bearing on the study of the Bible, especially in its aftermath, the Galileo Affair, which affected the interpretation of Josh 10:12-13 about the sun standing still. To this period is traced the study of the Bible in its original languages, Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek, instead of Latin, as was customary in practically all earlier periods in the West.
Though the Reformers, Luther and Calvin, did not radically depart from traditional interpretation of Scripture, they gave Scripture a primacy over the Church and its interpretation of the Bible that resulted in the abandonment of allegorical interpretation and in an emphasis on the literal sense of the original texts. 6 In the 17th and 18th centuries the method was further developed in the work of the Dutch jurist and theologian Hugo Grotius, the French Oratorian and biblical scholar Richard Simon, and the Dutch philosopher Baruch Spinoza-thus in the work of a Protestant, a Catholic, and a Jew.
New impetus was given to the method at the time of the Enlightenment and by the movement of German historicism of the 19th century. There was, on the one hand, the influence of Leopold von Ranke, who as a historian sought to present the past wie es eigentlich gewesen, "how it really was."
7 That ambitious goal of "objective historiography" affected many biblical scholars of the time. On the other hand, there were the deist attacks on historical Christianity, which also developed the method in various ways. The 18th-century deist Hermann Samuel Reimarus had already penned such an attack, but fear of consequences that might ensue deterred him from publishing it during his lifetime. Seven parts of his work were subsequently published by Gotthold Ephraim Lessing under It is hard for us today to grasp the impact of the historical and archeological discoveries of the late 18th and early 19th centuries on the development of the historical-critical mode of biblical interpretation, but these discoveries were of major importance in that development. Though the Rosetta Stone, written in hieroglyphs, Demotic, and Greek, was discovered in the western delta of the Nile in 1798-99 by an officer in Napoleon's Egyptian expedition, its hieroglyphic text was not deciphered until 1827 by Jean François Champollion. 9 It took another half century before that key unlocked the treasures of Egyptian literature. Thus for the first time the OT was able to be read against the literary background of Israel's neighbor to the west. Similarly, the literature of ancient Assyria and Babylonia became known to Old Testament scholars through the decipherment of the ancient Bisitun (Behistun) inscription, still in situ along the old caravan road from Babylon to Ecbatana. Written in Old Persian, Elamite, and Akkadian, it had stood there for centuries until an Englishman, Henry C. Rawlinson, made copies of it in 1835; its Akkadian version was finally deciphered in 1846. 10 Eventually the OT was able to be studied against the background of the literature of ancient Assyria and Babylonia, Israel's neighbors to the east. Moreover, the discovery of thousands of Greek letters and other Greek literature in Egyptian papyri cast new historical light on the study of the Septuagint and the Greek NT.
11 Such historical and archeological discoveries could not help but 8 In the light of such developments Pope Leo XIII set up the Pontifical Biblical Commission in 1902. 12 Ostensibly it sought to promote biblical studies within the Church, but it also guarded against excessive critical interpretations of the Bible. These were seen as stemming from the rationalist spirit with which much of the critical interpretation of the 19th century had been pursued. The first word of Leo's apostolic letter Vigilantiae set the tone for the activity of the Commission in the first third of this century. Many of the Commission's responses were negative reactions to proposals made by interpreters using the historical-critical method (e.g., responses about the Synoptic problem, the historical character of the four Gospels, the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch). Though the Commission never condemned the method itself, the effect of its responses was to cast a dark cloud of reaction and fear over Catholic biblical scholarship in the early part of this century. It deterred most Catholic interpreters from using the method. 16 have contributed greatly to that study. So much, then, for the origin and development of the historical-critical method of biblical interpretation. Along with such preliminary questions to which the biblical text is submitted, there are refinements of the historical criticism itself that have come to be associated with it. Though they are not per se historical criticism, they are forms of criticism that in the long run affect the historical judgment about a text. 1) Literary criticism, which is concerned with the literary and stylistic character and content of the text. Part of this criticism has already been mentioned under the introductory questions above (d). In fact, this sort of criticism has long been associated with historical criticism, though some modern literary critics of the Bible often give the impression that such study of it has been overlooked, whereas it is, in their opinion, really superior to historical criticism and of greater importance. 17 It is important because it curbs the historical judgment about a text. When one realizes that the ancient writer has written poetry (and poetry of a definite ancient kind), or has employed rhetorical devices (inclusio, chiasmus, catchword bonds), or has argued in a definite way (from cause to effect, from effect to cause), one then realizes that the historical aspect of his writing may not be the primary one.
DESCRIPTION OF THE
2) Another refinement of historical criticism has been source criticism, which seeks to determine the prehistory of a biblical text. forms part of the Pentateuch, the interpreter has to discern the difference of composition among the Yahwist, Elohist, Deuteronomic, and Priestly writings. If the text is part of a Synoptic Gospel, the distinction of it as derived from Mark, or "Q," or from private Matthean or Lucan sources is an important aspect of the interpretation of the passage. Source criticism is not an end in itself, and the interpreter's task is far from over once the source of a passage has been determined. But the difference in the parallels, analyzed as derived from different sources, often affects the historical judgment about a text and aids in the final understanding of the text.
3) A third refinement of historical criticism is form criticism. Applied first of all to the OT by H. Gunkel, it was used to interpret the Synoptics in the work of M. Dibelius and R. Bultmann in the early part of this century. It seeks to determine the literary form or subform of a given biblical writing. What kind of a psalm is it? Is the text part of apocalyptic or Wisdom literature? Is it a parable or other type of saying of Jesus, a miracle story, a pronouncement story? These forms are diverse, and one learns from form criticism to switch mental gears in reading the passages. But one also learns much about the history of the form and how it has developed in the tradition. Such form-critical analysis of biblical passages certainly affects one's historical judgment about them. Moreover, from such analysis we have learned that the truth of the passage is analogous to its form. 18 And therein lies the crucial relationship of form criticism to historical criticism. 4) Redaction criticism is also a refinement of historical criticism, because it seeks to determine how certain biblical writers, using traditional materials, have modified, edited, or redacted the sources or whatever they might have inherited from writers or communities before them in the interest of their own literary goal or purpose. Such redaction is often evident in the language and style of a given biblical writer. Once such redaction is discerned, it too has a bearing on the historical judgment of a passage.
Finally, it should be clear that the use of all such criticism is geared to one end: to determine the meaning of the text as it was intended by the human author moved long ago to compose it. Since the truth that he has enshrined in his text is analogous to the form used, historical criticism teaches us that we cannot read an ancient text without the sophistication that the form calls for.
We have learned through this method that not everything narrated in (corresponding roughly to A.D. 1-33); (II) what disciples preached  about him, his words, and his deeds (corresponding roughly to A.D. 33-65); and (III) what evangelists wrote about him, having culled, synthesized, and explicated the tradition that preceded them, each in his own  way (corresponding to A.D. 65-90) . The relationship of Stage HI to Stages I and II is the problem for 20th-century readers of these Gospels, and herein lies the crucial need of the historical-critical method of gospel interpretation.
PRESUPPOSITIONS WITH WHICH THE METHOD IS USED
One reason why the historical-critical method falls under suspicion today is that it was tainted at an important stage in its development with presuppositions that are not necessarily part of it. Thus, it was seriously tainted by the rationalist presuppositions with which the Leben-Jesu Forschung once used it. The Wolfenbüttel Fragmente of Reimarus and the lives of Jesus by Baur, Strauss, Renan, and others stemmed either from deist attacks on historical Christianity or historical studies that sought to be liberated from all dogmatic influence so that the Gospels could be analyzed solely as records of antiquity. Adolf von Harnack, the patrologist and church historian, sought to curb the extreme tendencies of this allegedly presuppositionless study of the historical Jesus, and emphasized a respect for tradition; but he never abandoned the historicalcritical method itself. It remained for Albert Schweitzer to unmask the efforts of the Life of Jesus research. In his famous book The Quest of the Historical Jesus he showed that such investigation of the life of Jesus had sprung not from a purely historical interest in Jesus but from a "struggle against the tyranny of dogma," and that the greatest of such "lives" of Jesus, those by Reimarus and Strauss, had been "written with hate"-"not so much hate of the Person of Jesus as of the supernatural nimbus with which it was so easy to surround him."
19 Thus rationalist attacks on traditional Christianity, especially in its supernatural aspects, were linked to an otherwise neutral method and tainted it unduly. What was at fault was the presupposition with which the method was used, and not the method itself.
At a still later period the method was again used by K. L. Schmidt, M. 21 But the kerygma addresses us through the NT, and its Word is the basis as well as the object of our faith. Moreover, that preached Word has to be understood in a Heideggerian existentialist fashion, as it elicits from us a "yes," the affirmation of one's personal authentic existence. In reality, this authentic existence is a gift of God that comes from the opening of one's self to the grace of forgiveness announced in the kerygma. 22 Yet, despite the laudable pastoral thrust of Bultmann's concern to make the NT message a challenge for people in the 20th century, he thus associated the historical-critical method with philosophical and theological presuppositions that proved to be not 
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universally acceptable. 23 The foregoing are two examples of presuppositions with which the historical-critical method has been used in the past: the rationalist, antidogmatic presupposition and the demythologizing, existentialist presupposition. Modern Christian practitioners of the method, however, also use the method with presuppositions-but presuppositions of a rather different sort.
To explain such presuppositions as are used by Catholic interpreters, let me first say a word about "exegesis," a term by which the interpretation of Scripture according to this method is often known. Greek exegesis is derived from the verb exêgeisthai, "draw out"; its aim is to draw out from a book the meaning of its words, its phrases, and its text as a whole. Webster's Third New International Dictionary defines exegesis as a "critical interpretation of a text or a portion of Scripture." Thus English and some other modern languages have a special term for such critical interpretation of the Bible. For exegesis, though it uses philological tools and techniques, differs from philology, because it is philology plus. And the plus is the presupposition with which one employs the critical method.
Exegesis is concerned in the long run with the sense of a biblical passage in its final form: it seeks to draw out the meaning of the passage intended by the inspired writer. This includes not only the textual meaning (the sense of its words and phrases-what the medievale meant by the "literal" sense) but also its contextual meaning (their sense in a given paragraph or episode) and its refational meaning (their sense in relation to the book or the corpus of works as a whole). The relational meaning is sometimes called its biblical-theological meaning, because it seeks to interpret the words and phrases according to the synthesis of ideas of the biblical writer. This combination of the textual, contextual, and relational meaning of a passage leads to the discovery of its religious and theological meaning-to its meaning as the Word of God couched in ancient human language.
Herein lies the plus or the presupposition with which a modern Catholic interpreter of the Bible employs the philological tools and techniques characteristic of the historical-critical method. For the plus consists of elements of faith: that the book being critically interpreted contains God's Word set forth in human words of long ago; that it has been composed under the guidance of the Spirit and has authority for the people of the Jewish-Christian heritage; that it is part of a restricted collection of sacred, authoritative writings (part of a canon); that it has been given by God to His people for their edification and salvation; and that it is properly expounded only in relation to the Tradition that has grown out of it within the communal faith-life of that people.
Because the historical-critical method is per se neutral, it can be used with such faith presuppositions. Indeed, by reason of them it becomes a properly-oriented method of biblical interpretation, for none of the elements of the method is pursued in and for itself. They are used only to achieve the main goal of discerning what the biblical message was that the sacred writer sought to convey-what the medievals termed the "spiritual" sense.
Because the method is neutral, it can still undergo refinements in either its historical or literary features. New modes of biblical interpretation are proposed from time to time-some of them claiming to be even of a "postcritical" nature 24 -and some of them serve to correct or refine the basic critical method. I refer to such modes as canonical criticism, feminist criticism, political criticism, sociological criticism, structuralist criticism, etc. What is valid in these modes can be used to refine the basic method, but none of them is a substitute for that fundamental approach-nor can they be allowed to replace it.
ROLE IN BIBLICAL INTERPRETATION AND CHURCH LIFE
The use of historical criticism in the interpretation of the Bible is not a fad, because it has been advocated by the highest authority in the Church. In his encyclical Divino afflante Spiritu Pius XII never uses the term, yet his recommendations for the correct interpretation of the Bible clearly follow the principles of historical criticism. 25 For he insisted (1) on the study of the Bible in its original languages; (2) on the interpretation of it according to original ancient texts; (3) on due regard for the ancient literary forms that the human authors had employed; and (4) on the application to the biblical text of modern discoveries, "whether in the domain of archeology or ancient history or literature, as well as their manner and art of reasoning, narrating, and writing" ( §40). That insistence of Pius XII freed Roman Catholic biblical interpretation from its own form of fundamentalism, inherited from the post-Tridentine era. Pius XII did, indeed, emphasize the need to spell out the literal meaning of the sacred text, but with due regard for the literary form with which it was composed:
In the performance of this task let the interpreters bear in mind that their foremost and greatest endeavor should be to discern and define clearly that sense of the biblical words which is called literal. Aided by the context and comparison with similar passages, let them therefore by means of their knowledge of languages search out with all diligence the literal meaning of the words; all of these helps indeed are wont to be pressed into service in the explanation of profane writers, so that the mind of the author may be made abundantly clear ( §23).
But Pius XII did not stop there, for he clearly saw that literal sense in its relation to the "theological doctrine in faith and morals of the individual books or texts" ( §24). Such a theological exposition of Scripture would reduce to silence those who claim that "they scarcely ever find anything in biblical commentaries to raise their hearts to God, to nourish their souls or promote their interior life" ( §35). For Pius XII realized that the "spiritual sense" of Scripture, clearly intended by God, could not be something other than "the literal meaning of the words, intended and expressed by the sacred writer" ( §26), and that the interpreter is bound to "disclose and expound this spiritual significance 
